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Dear Mr. Joyce:
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.this cover le_e_ Some clarification and reviNon to the document are necessary before EPA can
approve R.

Please be advised that for sRes that meet industrial cleanup standards and are recommended for
no fu_her action,a deed re,fiction _villstill be necessary to protect public heNth in the event

Q lm_daddition,USechangeStheNavyt°mayresidential'wishto investigateDeed re_c_°nSconductingarec°nsideredsomesmall0imited)scaleexcavationsacti°ns by of"hotEPA" In
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_ _u h_ e any que_ions, please coma_ me a _ 15) 744-2210.
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Jamiary 21, 1997

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
U. S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro
P.O. Box"95001
Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

Re: U.S. EPA Comments On Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report For Operable Unit
(OU3-A), Marine Corps Air Station El Toro

Dear Mr. Joyce:

U.S.EPA (EPA) has reviewed the above referenced document and our comments are attached to
"this cover letter, Some clarification and revision to the document are necessary before EPA can
approve it.

Please be advised that for sites that meet industrial cleanup standards and are recommended for
no further action, a deed restriction will still be necessary to protect public health in the event
land use changes to residential. Deed restrictions are considered (limited) actions by EPA. In

"addition, the Navy may wish to investigate conducting some small scale excavations of "hot
spots" at selected sites where such action may allow unrestricted use of the site(s).

If you have any questions, please contact me at" (415) 744-2210.

Sincerely,

9-Y'2 .O.1/'.'iZ7 
"~~/"~/~ ~

Glenn R. Kistner
Project Manager

Attachments

cc: Tayseer Mahmoud, DTSC
Larry Vitale, RWQCB
Andy Piskin, NFEC, S\VDIV
Craig Carlisle, Bechtel National, Inc.



COiVUv_NTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE U

Q REMEDIALou3A SITEs,INVES_GA_ONMcASEL TOROREPORT'

1. Executive Summary, p. ES-20, paragraph 2. The ex_nt of contaminati_h has not been
fully defined at N_s 8, 9, 11, and 16, and fu_her action at these Ntes to resolve the dam
gaps should be recommended.

2. Figure 1-2. Severn of.Me Ntes Hsted _ Table 1-1 are not _uded on Sis figure.
Hease revise Me figure to include the misNng Ntes (i, 7 and I_, or add a sta_mem to
Me figure expl_ning why _ey are missing. :

3. Section 1.2.2.2, p. 1-14. The information included in this section was based on 1991
data. Please update it so that the information is more current.

4. Section 5.1.1.1, p. 5-2. En_Mned soil may _so be deposited as segment in storm dr_n
sumps and banns. Indicate if _vestigation/an_y_s of this po_nti_ contaminant "sink"
was performed.

5. Section 5.1.2.3, p. 5-3. Expand the discusNon of catch banns and storm drMn sumps
to indicate that 6evated concentrations of po_ntial contaminan_ were present _ some
locations.

Q 6. analyzedTable5-1or.theltwouldfrequencybeh_pfUlofdetectiontOhave am putCOlumnthenumberindicatingofdetectionsthenumberinperspective.Ofsamples
Also, this table does not include anatytes detected in groundwater. Please provide a table
that presenm Nmilar information for groundwater.

7. Table :5-2. It would be helpful to cite or reference sources for individual
phyNcochemicalvaluespresen_d since_terature.valuesoften vary by severalordersof
magnitude. Also, please in_ude _teraturevaluesof the soiPwaterpartitioncoeffi6en_
(K9 for metalsof concernat the faNlity.

8. Section 5.2.1.1, p. 5-14, paragraph 3. The fractionN organic carbon content (f_) is
a propeny of Me sN1, not Me gNen org_micchemical. Please revise the second sentence
in this paragraph.

9. Section 5.2.1.2, p. 5-15, paragraph 1. It shouldbe noted that the hal_fife times
present-Min Table 5-2 whichare obtained_om field studiesincludeloss due to factors
in addition.tobiodegradation(e.g., volatilization,leaching, etc.)and mayoverestimate
biodegradationrates.

10. Section 5.2.1.2, p. _15, paragraph 2. In_c_e that b_degradadon rates _e Mso
_fluenced by nu_ent concentra_ns and di_sioh ra_s of conta_nan_.
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PHASE 11
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT,

OU 3A SITES, MCAS EL TORO

o

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

R~ecutive Summary, p. ES-20, paragraph 2. The extent of contamination has not been
fully defined at sites 8, 9, 11, and 16, and further action at these sites to resolve the data
gaps should be recommended. .

Figure 1-2. Several of the sites listed in Table 1-1 are not included on this figure.
Please revise the figure to include the missing sites (1, 7 and 14), or add a statement to
the figure explaining why they are missing. . .

Section 1.2.2.2, p. 1-14. The information included in this section was based on 1991
data. Please update it so that the information is more current.

Section 5.1.1.1, p. 5-2. Entrained soil may also be deposited as sediment in storm drain
sumps and basins. Indicate if investigation/analysis of this potential contaminant "sink"
was performed.

Section 5.1.2.3, p. 5-3. Expand the discussion of catch basins and storm drain sumps·
to indicate that elevated concentrations of potential contaminants were present in some
locations. .

Table 5-1. It would be helpful to have a column indicating the number of samples
analyzed or the frequency of detection to put the number of detections in perspective.
Also, this table does not include analytes detected in groundwater. Please provide a table
that presents similar information for groundwater.

o

7. Tabh~·5-2. It would be helpful to cite or reference sources for individual
physicochemical values presented since literature. values often vary by several orders of
magnitude. Also, please include literature values of the soil-water partition coefficients
(KJ for metals of concern at the facility.

8. Section 5.2.1.1, p. 5...14, paragraph 3. ,The fractional organic carbon content (foe) is
a property of the soil, not the given organic chemical. Please revise the second sentence
in this paragraph.

9. Section 5.2.1.2, p. 5-15, paragrap,h 1. It should be noted that the half-life times
presented in Table 5-2 which are obtained from field studies include loss due to factors
in addition to biodegradation (e.g., volatilization, leaching, etc) and may overestimate
biodegradation rates.

10. Section 5.2.1.2, p. 5-15, paragraph 2. Indicate that biodegradation rates are also
influenced by nutrient concentrations and diffusion rates of contaminants.
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11. Section 5.2.1_2, _vo_ O_a_c Compound, p. _16. An _mfion is made

Q _ence._at_e _der_ediS_butiOn_s_butionOfP_may_so_m_un_fl_t_eC°mp_prev_en_t° VOCSofp_roleumis due tO_uc_rgr_rused
at _e _ciliU. _ _ne_, _eum _s _ _e ex_p_n of gas_ne _d J_
conch _w _r no _ge_ VOCs. ,

12. Section 5.2.2, p. 5-17. It wouldbe u_l _ expandHe section_ discuss the metal
speciesusedor produced._ He _cili_. For example,if metal_ating w_ conductedany
metalsrdeased wo_d _ally be presto _ _g_y s_u_e specieswhile, if sourc_ wen
metalsfabrication,sandblasting,or printing,metalswouldfikelybe presemas rdativ_y
_solubM demental or ofide _rms.

13. Section 5.2.2, p. 5-17, paragraph 4. It _ unclear how "well drained s_ls" pro_de
con_tions _at render most metals immobile. It is recognized Hat _kal_e conditions
_nd to retard metals m_rafi_n _ough _ere _e significant exceptions, nomb_ _c,
sde_um, H_lium, and manganese. R _ou_ _so be noted that the concen_ation of day
miner, s, iron and mangan_e o_d_, _uminosil_es and soft organic matter _rongly
_fluence metals mob_ff.

Gener_ Commen_ on A_achmen_

1. Please discuss whether field screening results and fixed laboratory resul_ were
comparable. If not, discuss the potendal impact on each investigation.

Q 2. fimiSecfi°ntsfor4some°r eachan_y_sa_aehment:_eespecificcomments),GivenHe commonthe procedureOCCu_enCeofonlyOfvafiablerepo_ingde_cfionhks in
the da_ tables for each fi_ (a generallyacceptablepractice)could_low po_nti_ly _gh
concentrationsof somean_ytes to be unrepo_ed. If a particularan_yfis resultsin "non-
d_ec_" with higher d_ecfion timid, the detectionfimRshouldbe _duded in the table
or noted in a footno_. " "

3. The Guidance for Condt_ng Remedia! lnve_a_ons and Feasibiliq Studies Uruter
CERCLA (USEPA, 1988)_early empha_zes the need _ d_ea_ bo_ the horizontal and
vertic_ ex_nt of con_m_ation. In each _tachment of _e El Toro RI, c_ovcoded maps
are included wh_h show _e types of con_m_ation found at each sampling location.
This is h_pful for _ho_vingthe ge_eral horizontal extent of contam_ation, but vertical
profiles or cros_sections are needed to show the recital extent of contamination. In
addition, the c_or-coded maps (e.g. Figure 4-2 in Attachment C) only show an_yte
detections, which can be decept!ve because of the highly variable detection fimRs for
some an_y_s. Also, _e maps are comp2¢telyqu_i_tive in nature; _e reader is gNen
no sense as to _e actu_ concentrations of COPCs _ the so_. Contour maps show_g
the concentrations of COPCs might be more h_pful.

4. Units used to present analytical results for TRPH (diesel and gasoline): both _g/kg and
mg/kg are used. Please be consistent and use the same units in the text, figures, and

Q tables.
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11. . Section 5.2.1.2, Semivolatile Organic Compounds, p. 5-16. An interpretation is made
that the wider riistribution of PAH compounds compared to VOCs is due to their greater
persistence. The distribution may also reflect the prevalence of petroleum products used
at the facility. In general, petroleum fuels (with the exception of gasoline and JP-4)
contain few or no targeted VOCs. \.

12. Section 5.2.2, p. 5-17. It would be useful to expand the section to discuss the metal
species used or produced· at the facility. For example, if metal plating was conducted any
metals released would initially be present as highly soluble species while, if sources were
metals fabrication, sandblasting, or painting, metals would likely be present as relatively
insoluble elemental or oxide forms. .

13. Section 5.2.2, p. 5-17, paragraph 4. It is unclear how "well drained soils" provide
conditions that render most metals immobile. It is recognized that alkaline conditions
tend to retard metals migration though there are significant exceptions, notably arsenic,
selenium, thallium, and manganese. It should also be noted that the concentration of clay
minerals, iron and mangane$e oxides, aluminosilicates and soil organic matter strongly
influence metals mobility.

General Comments on Attachments

1. Please discuss whether field screening results and fixed laboratory results were
comparable. If not, discuss the potential impact on each investigation.

o 2. Sedion 4 of each attachment: Given the common occurrence of variable detection
limits for some analytes (see specific comments), the procedure of only reporting hits in
the data tables for each site (a generally acceptable practice) could allow potentially high
concentrations of some analytes t6 be unreported. If a particular analysis results in "non
detects" with higher detection limits, the detection limit should be included in the table
or noted in a footnote. '.

3. The Guidance jor Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under
CERCLA (USEPA, 1988) clearly emphasizes the need to delineate both the horizontal and
vertical extent of contamination. In each attachment of the El Taro Rl, color-coded maps
are included which· show the types of contamination found at each sampling location.
This is helpful for showing the general horizontal extent of contamination, but vertical
profiles or cross-sections are needed to show the vertical extent of contamination. In
addition, the color-coded maps (e.g. Figure 4-2 in Attachm.::nt C) only show analyte
detections, which can be decept"/e because of the highly variable detection limits for
some analytes. Also, the maps are complde1y qualitative in nature; the reader is given
no sense as to the actual concentrations of COPCs in the soil. Contour maps showing
the concentrations of COPCs might be more helpful.

o
4. Units used to present analytical results for TRPH (diesel and gasoline): both jlg/kg and

mg/kg are used. Please be consistent and use the same units in the text, figures, and
tables.
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5. The Fa_ and Transpo_ sections are too genera. Hease discuss specific compounds and

Q metalcSlassespreSeantsa groupa,t eachvolafilsies_rathe2dthmanetal_r°vi_ntegndto genberalepresenChtedaractefistiCgeSnerical_°fwheann_YtithCaley
shoed be discu_ed on an an_y_ specific basis.

6. In the fa_ and tmnspo_ discusfions, provide concentration ranges when k is stated,th_
"Due lo low concentrations, ... _ chemical _asO will n6t be addressed.

7. The p_sentation _ potenfi_ rang_ _ o_ani_ _m_ed ff_les 5-1) is a goodconcept.
Them _, howev_, an _con_ency when tables _om _ffe_nt atta_m_ are
comp_ed. The "percentm_" v_ues _r manyCOPCs_ T_le 5-1 are not confi_ent
with v_u_ _po_ed _ o_ fi_s _ though _e _gh and low TOC v_u_ _e
identical.

The origin of the range of vNues for fraction of organic carbon (f_) us_ at each of the
Ntes to estimate the percent of the COCP that is sorbed onto the soil isn't referenced.
Ideally, Nte-specific data should be used for the f_ vNue, especiNly if site soils differ
ggnificanfly from those referenced in the literature.

A fimplified cNculation for the percent ofthe COPC sorbed onto soil is used. There are.
• many fa_o_ present in the subsurface which are not included in this approach, oNer
important factors are the rate at which con_minan_ were in_oduced into the soil and the
_mited number of surface si_s in Ne soil onto which a compound can be sorbed. The
_xt should stab lh_t the calculations presented-_ Table 5-1 are only gross, estimations.

Q It would be benefi_ to expand this presen_tion for the organ,s present and to _so
present fimilar tabulations for _organ_s of concern uNng the range of literature vNues
for soH-w_er partition coeffi_en_ (I_).

8. In addresfing surface water (and sedimen0 transpoa _rough storm drNns _r each si_,
discuss whe_er storm drain sediment from sumps or c_ch bafins w_ anNyzed and if
concen_afions _Ncated th_ tNs w_ a p_hway.

Soecl_c Comrnen_ on A_achments

A_m_t B

1. Figure 2-1. The circle with triangle symbols in the AOC204 area are not defined in the
legend. Please in_ude _his symbol in the _gend. If these m:__mple locations, the.
results should be summarized in the text.

2. Lead was detected _ a concen_afion 2 ord_s of magNtude above the background levd
for lead _ samNe 06_GN1. The blood borne lead calculat_n was not done to evNu_e
wh_her this is a potentiN hazard. EvNua_ wh_her Nture use of this sire could result
_ exposure to lead in shN_w soils and conNder cNculating the blood lead lev_ from

Q exposUreecessarytO_te s_l. If lead is found to present unaccepmb_ risk, action may ben _

o
5. The Fate and Transport sections are too general. Please discuss specific compounds and

metals present at each site rather than providing general characteristics of analytical
classes as a group. Volatiles and metals tend to be presented generically when they.
should be discussed on an analyte specific basis.

o

6. In the fate and transport discussions, provide concentration ranges when it is stated that
"Due to low concentrations, ... (a chemical class) will not be addressed.

7. The presentation of potential ranges of organics adsorbed (Tables 5-1) is a good concept.
There is, however, an inconsistency when tables from different attachments are
compared. The "percent sorbed" values for many COPCs in Table 5-1 are not consistent
with values reported at other sites even though the high and low TOC values are
identical.

The origin of the range of values for fraction of organic carbon (foe) used at each of the
sites to estimate the percent of the COCP that is sorbed onto the soil isn'treferericed.
Ideally, site-specific data should be used for the foe value, especially if site soils differ
significantly fro,m those referenced in the literature.

A simplified calculation for the percent of the COPC sorbed onto soil is used. There are·
, many factors present in the subsurface which are not included in this approach. Other

important factors are the rate at which contaminants were introduced into the soil and the
limited number of surface sites inthe soil onto which a compound can be sorbed. The
text should state that the calculations presented in Table 5-1 are only gross estimations.

It would be beneficial to expand this presentation for the organics present and to also
present similar tabulations for inorganics of concern using the range of literature values
for soil-water partition coefficients (KJ.

8. In addressing surface water (and sediment) transport through storm drains for each site,
discuss whether storm drain sediment from sumps or catch basins was analyzed and if
concentrations indicated that this was a pathway.

Soecific Comments on Attachments

Attachment B

1. Figure 2-1. The circle with triangle symbols in the AOC2C4 area are not defined in the
legend. Plea:::e include this symbol in the legend. If these aL~ sample locations, the.
results should be summarized in the text.

o
2. .Lead was detected at a concentration 2 orders of magnitude above the background level

for lead in sample 06_GNl. The blood borne lead calculation was not done to evaluate
whether this is a potential hazard. Evaluate whether future use of this site could result
in exposure to lead in shallow soils and consider calculating the blood lead level from
exposure to site ,soil. If lead is found to present unacceptable risk, action may be
necessary.

LIPROJECTS\ELTOROIAAAJ ,COM 3



Attachment C

O 1. A review of the 1992 aerial pho_gmph shows M_ Men _ debris or drams piled in the
_mhea_ coma of Me West S_mge Yard and drams or oH_ containe_ in Heno_hea_
comer of He East Storage Yard. N_Her of Hese _eas has been _mNed. A review
of analytical nsNB from the nearest borings revealed H_ Mere were d_ections of PAHs
and PCBs; tNs _gge_s HN Here co_d be contamination _ H_e _eas. TNs is a da_
gap M_ _oNd be _v_tigNed.

2. Table 4-6, p. C4-27. Some detection fimitsfor Aroclor 1260are elevated and vary from
34 _g/kg to 450 _g/kg. This may have resuked in some false negative resuks.

3. Ngu_ C-4-3. N _e oM salvage yard (UnR 5), H_e is a large _ _ He nonhw_t
comer of the uNt where no sN1 mmN_ wen taken. The sN1 mmp_s bounding His
_ _8B5_6, 08B50_ had h_h c_ntrafions of PAHs. This sugges_ Nat He _ of
impacted soils may be much gr_r. S_ this _ h_ not been intoned, _e
horizontal _nt of contamination h_ not been _mbH_ed.

4. Tab_ 4-9, p. C4-39 and Tab_ 4-14, p. C4-57. Some d_fion fimi_ _r Am_w 1260
are d_ed; de_cfion fimRs vary _om 34 _g/kg _ 680 _g/kg. This may h_e ns_ted
_ _me fNse negative ns_.

5. Lead was detected at more'than 100 time the background at location 08_ST3, which is
located in the unpaved Unit 1. This area should either be considered for a hot spot

Q removal, or a.blood lead c_culafion should be completed.
6. Section 7.2.1, p. C7-9. oThis _te should be recommended for fu_her investigation,to

fiHin the data gaps, and then should be evaluated in a feasibility _udy (due to an ELCR
of lx104).

AtkachmentD

1. Section 1.2.1, p. D1-4, paragraph 1. The _te ou_n_ and He location of the east_t
on He 1968 aerial pho_aph do not m_ch the _ boundary and _t _cafion shown on
_gure 2-1. T_s is ev_cnt when the relative p_on of Me east _t on the 1968 aerial
photograph i_ compared _ He fixed portion of He lwo n_N_ 0arge tan_) and He
Taxiway T6 _en_on. The w_m edge of Me ea_ Nt is a_ual_ about 80 or 90 feet
east mu_east of the NrcraR matdng boundary and the noah edge is about 110 f_t souH
souHea_ of _e edge of He taxiway. This Naces the east Nt in Site 10, in an area Hat
w_ n_ _vestigNed. This area _o_d be _v_tiga_d; mmN_ _o_d be analyzed _r
He Ske 9 _v_tigation parameters 0ndud_g _o_n_, and PCBs _ecau_ cf Me
po_ity H_ w_ oi! w_ used)_

The area _vestigNed as He eastern pit w_ a_ually _e w_mm pit on He 1968 aerial
PhOtograph. If there are other aeriN photographs, Hey should be reevaluated m _certain

Q wh_hethre boundtaryhereo_et_ee anlY96_HebrumbUarmeas.areasT'heN°tetextshoulthdat H_eW_rmeused _stt° reflecPit_ wertheis.°U_ide

Attachment C

o 1. A review of the 1992 aerial photograph shows that there is debris or drums piled in the
southeast comer of the West Storage Yard and drums or other containers in the'northeast
corner of the East Storage Yard. Neither of these areas has been sampled. A review
of analytical results from the nearest borings revealed that there were detections of PAHs
and PCBs; this suggests that there could be contamination in these areas. This is a data
gap that should be investigated.

2. Table 4-6, p. C4-27. Some detection limits for Aroclor 1260 are elevated and vary from
34 .ug/kg to 450 JLg/kg. This may have resulted in some false negative results.

3. Figure C-4-3. In the old salvage yard (Unit 5), there is a large area in the northwest
comer of the unit where no soil samples were ta.~en. The soil samples bounding this
area (08B506, 08B505) had high concentrations of PARs. This suggests that the area of
impacted soils may be much greater. Since this area has not been sampled, the
horizontal extent of contamination has not been established.

4. Table 4-9, p. C4-39 and Table 4-14, p. C4-57. Some detection limits for Arodor 1260
are elevated; detection limits vary from 34 JLg/kg to 680 JLg/kg. This may have resulted
in some false negative results.

6. Section 7.2.1, p. C7-9.. This site should be recommended for further investigation,to
fill in the data gaps, and then should be evaluated in a feasibility study (due to an ELCR
of lx1<r).

o
5. Lead was detected at more than 100 time the background at location 08_ST3, which is

located in the unpaved Unit 1. This area should either be considered for a hot spot
removal, or a blood lead calculation should be completed.

Attachment D

o

1. Section 1.2.1, p. Dl-4, paragraph 1. The site outlines and the location of the east pit
on the 1968 aerial photograph do not match the site boundary and pit location shown on
Figure 2-1. This is evident when the relative position of the east pit on the 1968 aerial
photograph is compared to the fixed position of the two reservoirs (large tanks) and the
Taxiway T-5:::xtension. The wstern edge of the east pit is actually about 80 or 90 feet
east southeast of the aircraft maui:1g boundary and the north edge is about 110 feet south
southeast of the edge of the taxiway. This places the east pit in Site 10, in an area that
was not investigated. This area should be investigac:d; samples should be analyzed for
the Site 9 investigation parameters (including dioxins), and PCBs (because of the
possibility that waste oil was used)'.

The area investigated as the eastern pit was actually the western pit on the 1968 aerial
phqtograph. If there are other aerial photographs, they should be reevaluated to ascertain
whether there were any other burn areas. Note that the western test pits were outside
the boundary of the 1968 burn areas. The text should be revised to reflect this.
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2. From _e l_fion of mm_es where d_x_s were d_, it _s _at _o_n

Q ___n of su_cem_ h_e_ter_gm_flow_°_s d_n_e_a su_cear_w_r_d_u_ePa_wayS'whe_N_sed_x_s_s _emay
h_e b_n __ off si_.

3. Pl_se exNNn why __n w_ _und out, de the _d_ of _e bum NU (e.g.,
_B109 is south _d up _ _m _e bum N_.) -

4. Section 7.2.1, p. D7-8. This _te should be recommended for further action unless the
investigation of the eastern burn pit will be done as part of the Site 10 investigation.

At_chment E

1. Given Nat waste N1 was routin_y used _r dust suppression at SRe 10, PCB anNy_s
shouN have been performed _r shNlow _mN_ cN_ed _om N1Phase ii samNing
_cafions in Units 1 and 2, however, PCB anNy_s were only done _r four _cations in
unit 1 and four locations in U_t 22. Please exNNn.

A_m_t F

1. S_fiom 1.3.2 and 1.3.3, p. F1-4. Pl_se discuss whe_er _cus_ _mNing was done
in _e stained _s N_fified from aefiN photographs.

2. Section 4. The presence of PCBs, which were normN_ added to oil s_ongly suggesU

Q an_yses_atan_yS_shouldforbePAHS_enfifiedasandTPH-d shoeda da_ gap._S°IfhavepAHsbeen d°ne'are_undThe,it°m_°nislik_y °fthatthesethe
ELCR numb_s _r this Nte would be h_her.

3. The venicN extent of PCB con_m_afion has not been defined. In the Phase I sNl

_mNe, ll_DD1, taken _om 4 feet bgs, Aro_or I260 was de_c_d at 3,580 _g/kg. No
_mN_ were ta.kenbelow tNs depth at this location. The _mNes taken at the surface
and at 2' bgs at _cation 11_DD1 were bdow dNecfion _vds. This N_ation underscores
the po_nfiN _r fiquid con_minan_ to migrate downward through the un_tum_d zone,
_lfing in higher concentrations of PCBs at deNh. If the vNume and rote Of
in_oducfion of PCBs to the soil exceeds the _tion capa_ of the soil, PCBs will
confinu._to m_rme downw_d or horizontally Nong low permeabNff Ny_s.

4. Ng_e 5-1 is amNguo_. St_pe_s th_ the dish shown in _e figure is in _e wrong
1_. _e __N _o_fion sEould show the cempa_ h_ng of the s_fiom
The buHdings shoed be l_ed.

5. Section 7.2.1, p. _-_. _ere are dam g_s, _fi_, the vertical extent of PCBs
near l_afion 11_DD1 and wh_her PAHs _e pm_nt in the s_l. This si_ should be
r_omm_ded _r Ngh_ inve_gafion. If PAHs are _und, the ELCR w_ fik_y exceed
104; if so, the si_ should be r_omm_ded _r the FS.
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o 2. From the location of samples where dioxins were detected, it appears that dioxin
contaminatjon may have migrated off-site via surface water pathways. Please discuss the
direction of surface water flow mthis drainage area and evaluate whether dioxins may
have been transported off site.

3. Please explain why o,..,ntamination was found outside the boundary of the burn pits (e.g.,
09B109 is south and up slope from the burn pits.) .

4. Section 7.2.1, p. D7-3. This site should be recommended for further action unless the
investigation of the eastern burn pit will be done as part of the Site 10 investigation.

Attachment E

1. Given that waste oil was routinely used for dust suppression at Site 10, PCB analyses
should have been performed for shallow samples collected from all Phase II sampling
locations in Units 1 and 2, however, PCB analyses were only done for four locations in
unit 1 and four locations in Unit 22. Please explain.

Attachment F

1. Sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3, p. Fl-4. Please discuss whether focused sampling was done
in the stained areas identified from aerial photographs.

o 2. Section 4. The presence of PCBs, which were normally added to oil strongly suggests
that analyses for PAHs and TPH-dshould also have been done. The omission of these
analyses should be identified as a data gap. If PARs are found, it is likely that the
ELCR numbers for this site would be higher.

3. The vertical extent of PCB contamination has not been defined. In the Phase I soil
sample, ll_DDl, taken from 4 feet bgs, ArocIor 1260 was detected at 3,580 j1.g/kg. No
samples were taken below this depth at this location. The samples ta...1(en at the surface
and at 2' bgs at location lI_DDI were below detection levels. This situation underscores
the potential for liquid contaminants to migrate downward through the unsaturated zone,
resulting in higher concentrations of PCBs at depth. If the volume and rate of
introduction of PCBs to the soil exceeds the sorption capacity of the soil, PCBs will
continu~ to migrate downward or horizontally along low permeability layers.

4. Figure 5-1 is ambiguous. It appears that the ditch shown in the figure is in the wrong
location. The conceptual cross-section should show the compass heading of the section.
The buildings should be labeled.

o
5. Section 7.2.1, p. F7-3. Tlere are data gaps, speCifically, the vertical extent ofPeBs

near location ll_DDI and whether PAHs are present in the soil. This site should be
recommended for furtherinves.tigation. IfPAHsare found, the ~LCR will likely exceed
10-4; if so, the site should be recommended for the FS.
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At_ehment G

Q 1. The variability of detection fimi_ for PCBs may indica_ that the extent of contamination
has not been complexly defined. If the d_ecfion fimit for a part_ar sample is much
higher Man normS, it would be more accurate to repo_ it as "less than ,(the d_ecfion
fimi0," not as ND.

2. Please explNn why UNts 1, 2, and 4 are not r_ommended _r _nher action. Congder
wheMer Unit 3 couN be r_ontaminated by runoff from Me other gins and wh_her tNs
conmm_ation could _en be transposed off site.

A_m_t H

1. Table +2. The _po_ed con_ntmfi_ of _c _ _m_e 13_SA3 _' bgs) was
"unStated" at 276 m_kg. TNs appears to be a typograpNcN e_or. N_se co_em or
exN_n.

A_m_t I

1. Lead was d_d at _ed co_trafions _ _ffa_ _d _b_ffa_ soil _s much as
360 times background. O_er meNs were Nso d_ted at more th_ 5 times
background. Pl_se _Nu_e and discuss wh_her t_se metals could l_ch to
groundwm_, or, in the case of surNce _m_, wh_her soil with _evmed me_ content
could erode and be tr_spo_ed off si_.

O A_m_t J

1.. Section 1.2.1, p. 31-4 and Figure 2-1. The pi_ shown on Figure 2-1 do not m_ch Me
pi_ visible on Ne 1980 and !996 aefi_ photographs (Figures 1-2 and 1-3). The mNn
fire fighting pit on Figure 2-1 is in approxim_y the co_ect location, but is much
smNler than the mNn pit on Me 1980 aefiN photograph. The 1980 photograph Nso
shows large stained areas where fu_s and other fiq_ds flowed away from the mNn burn
pit. The two oMer pits vigble on the I996 aefi_ photograph are in very different
locations than shown on Figure 2-1; samp_s were not colored in the smN_r pit areas
shown on these photographs. This means Mat the extent of contamination in soil has not
been defined at Si_ 16. Please redu_::or eNarge Nr pI_-_s to the same scNe, overlay
_em (by m_ching fixed features like _nerunway, taxiways, randfeature 399) over the
_te map mq trace the acmN leca_ons of the historic burn pi_ and stained ,areas. Then
evNua_ whaher these areas have been _vesfi_ and deggn a sampling prograN to
address the resulting dam gap3. This is imp¢ztant because a remediN action, if done

uNng cu_ent dam, would fikdy not reset in _eanup of N1affected areas.

2. Section 3-4, p., J4-45, last paragraph. The local groundwater grad_nt and flow
d_ection can not be established from the three existing walls. The walls are locked
rougNy Nong a grNght fine, making tfiangNation of flow direction.very inaccuram. The

Q teXtinformafionsh°uld beforChangeddiscus_onst°refleCtongroundw_erthis' relyingflowm°redirecfionsheavily°natregi°n_Me_.gr°undwa_rNote_at
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Attachment G

.,

o 1. The variability of detection limits for PCBs may indicate that the extent of contamination
has not been completely defined. If the detection limit for a particular sample is much
higher than normal, it would be more accurate to report it as "less than ,(the detection'
limit)," not as ND.

o

2. Please explain why Units 1, 2, and 4 are not recommended for further action. Consider
whether Unit 3 could be recontaminated by runoff from the other sites and whether this
contamination could then be transported off site.

Attachment H

1. Table 4-2. The reported concentration of arsenic in sample 13_SA3 (2' bgs) was
"undetected" at 276 mg/kg. This appears to be a typographical error. Please correct or
explain.

Attachment I

1. Lead was detected at elevated concentrations in surface and subsurface soil (as much as
360 times background). Other metals were also detected at more than 5 times
background. Please evaluate and discuss whether these metals could leach to
groundwater, or, in the case of surface samples, whether soil with elevated metal content
could erode and be transported off site.

Attachment J

1. Section 1.2.1, p. Jl-4 and Figure 2-1. The pits shown on Figure 2-1 do not match the
pits visible on the 1980 and 1996 aerial photographs (Figures 1-2 and 1-3). The main
fire fighting pit on Figure 2-1 is in approximately the c~rrect location, but is much
smaller than the main pit on the 1980 aerial photograph. The 1980 photograph also
shows large stained areas where fuels and other liquids flowed away from the main burn
pit. The two other pits visible on the 1996 aerial photograph are in very different
locations than shown on Figure 2-1; samples were not collected in the smaller pit areas
shown on these photographs. This means that the extent of contamination in soil has not
been defined at Site 16. Please reck,".~ or enlarge air pj;,_ ~os to the same scale, overlay

, them (by matching fix'.;d features like tne runway, taxiways, and feature 399) over the
site map arl trace the actual locations of the historic burn pits and stained areas. Then
evaluate whether these areas have been bvestig,:ted and design a sampling program to
address the resulting data gaps. This is important because a remedial action, if done

.using current data, would likely not result in cleanup of all affected areas.
. .

o
2. Section 3-4, p .. J4-45, last paragraph. The local groundwater gradient and flow

direction can not be established from the three existing wells. The wells are located
roughly along a straight line, making triangulation of flow direction very inaccurate. The
text should be changed to reflect this, relying more heavily on regional groundwater
information for discussions on groundwater flow directions at the site. Note that
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Q Repoan)ccord_roundw_tero the Groundw_fl_owis m NEleevafi°wnestnorthweMstap of MCAiSn Ne Si_e1 1T6°r°area(Figur.e 3_, M_n

3. Table 4-6, p. J4-45. The detection _mi_ for VOCs are quire _gh _000 _k_;
_g_ficant conmm_afion could be present. When resuRs _ss than Ne detection _mits
are transposed to the figures showing ex_nt of conmm_afion on figures, an_yfical
resuRs are represented as "ND." The figures should _stead show resu_s of "<
_etection Hmi_'. For exam_e, if the detection _mit for benzene was 3,000 _g/kg, the
result on the figures should be reported as "< 3000 _g/kg'. Al_rnately, Ne NDs
shou_ be footnoted and Ne _ev_ed d_ecfion Hmi_ should be specified.

4. Section 4.4.3, p. J4-101, first parag_ph. Based on the _ct that the wells are in a
s_ght 5ne and Ne res_fing uncertainty _ Ne groundwa_r flow _recfion, k is unclear
wh_her monko_ng well 16_DBMW81is truly downgrad_m of Ne burn pi_. Without
_stalling a new mortaring well to morn accurat_y esmb_sh the lock groundw_ flow
_recfion _ Si_ 16, _ is _approp_e m make smmmen_ _gard_g Ne downgrad_nt
extent of contamination _ groundw_. It is _kely that gnce m_n report Figure 3-5
shows groundwmer flow _ Ne west nonhwe_, N_ groundwa_r contamination would
be found-west northwest of Ne m_n burn _t.

5. Figure 5-3, p. J5-12. T_s figure is raising the arrow Nat represen_ Ne m_or
transformation cf ds 1,2-DCE; _s 1,2-DCE is pfimari_ _ansformed _ v_ ch_6de
(the 1,2-DCA transform is o_y a minor pathway).

O 6. Thgeroundw_DerQOShahsaVeno_°_eebneen_blishmedet becaus,eTheNseo_eXtenintvestigati°onf c°nmm_afi°dnidnot cove_th_lesseanrd
burn pits shown _ Ne 1996 aefiN photo, nor did it include Ne stained area west of the
mNn Nt shown in the 1980 aefiNphotograph. The anNyficN results suppoa Ne Nct N_
•ere is a dam gap associated wi_ Ne hand-h_d trNning and m_duN fluids N_ becau_
there were no _gNficant d_ecfions in Ne areas Nat were _vestigated; _is shouN be
contra_ed wi_ _e _ct Nat VOCs and petroleum-reNted anNy_s were d_ected _ _e
soil from mNn Nt area.

The extent of groundw_er con_mination h_ iikdy not been defined because Nere were
no wells west no_hwea of Ne mNn pit.

At_chment N

I. Figure 4-3, p. N4-17. Phase I sampling location 22_2FB3 exh_ited high _vds of
petroleum hydrocarbons _ _e soil _ Ne deepest sample anNyzed (from 4 feet bgO.
The location of Phase _ sample 22B201 appears to have been chosen to define Ne
vertical extant of conmm_afion no_d _ 22_2FB3 (wNch was located approximately 18
feet to Ne eas0, but o_y trace amounts of pe_Neum hydrocarbon at 2-3.5 feet and 6-7
feet bgs were d_ected. It appears likely N_ Phase H sampling may have missed Ne

Q thweh_hearreaexten°tfs_ileepe°rfC°n_m_atic°n°n_minafi°snoilshave detectbedeeinnsh_l°iWmpac_idn NseN1NPehaShea_°I_t2FBSa3mplinbgeenaread.efinedP"r°gramI-I'encTe'hi_uggeSistSuncermitnhat
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o

o

3.

4.

5.

6.

according to the Groundwater Elevation Map of MCAS EI Toro (Figure 3-5, Main
Report) groundwater flow is to the west northwest in the Site 16area.

Table 4-6, P.• J4-45. The detection limits for VOCs are quite high (3000 J,Lg/kg);
significant contamination could be present. When results less than the detection limits
are transposed to the figures showing extent of contamination on figures, analytical
results are represented as "ND." The figures should' instead show results of "<
[detection limit]". For example, if the detection limit for benzene was 3,000 J,Lg/kg, the
result on the figures should be reported as "< 3000 J,Lg/kg". Alternately, the NDs
should be footnoted and the elevated 4etection limits should be specified.

Section 4.4.3, p. J4-101, fIrst paragraph. Based on the fact that the wells are in a
straight line and the resulting uncertainty in the ground!Vater flow direction, it is unclear
whether monitoring well 16_DBM'tV81 is truly downgradient of the burn pits. Without
installing a new monitoring well to more accurately establish the local groundwater flow
direction at Site 16, it is inappropriate to make statements regarding the downgradient
extent of contamination in groundwater. It is likely that since main report Figure 3-5
shows groundwater flow to the west northwest , th~t groundwater contamination would
be found west northwest of the main bum pit.

Figure 5-3, p. J5-12. This figure is missing the arrow that represents the major
transformation of cis 1,2-DCE; cis 1,2-DCE is primarily transformed to vinyl chloride
(the 1,2-DCA transform is only a minor pathway).

The DQOs have not been met because the extent of contamination in soil and
groundwater has not been established. The soil investigation did not cover the lesser
burn pits shown in the 1996 aerial photo, nor did it include the stained area westof the
mainpit shown in the 1980 aerial photograph. The analytical results support the fact that
there is a data gap associated with the hand-held training and residual fluids pits because
there were no significant detections in the areas that were investigated; this should be
contrasted with the fact that VOCs and petroleum-related analytes were detected in the
soil from main pit area.

The extent of groundwater contamination has likely not been defined because there were
no wells west northwest of the main pit.

Attachment N

o

1. Figure 4-3, p. N4-17. Phase I sampling location 22_2FB3 exhibited high levels of
petroleum hydrocarbons in the soil in the .deepest sample analyzed (from 4 feet bgs).
The location of Phase II sample 22B201 appears to have been chosen to define the
vertical extent of contamination noted at 22_2FB3 (which was located approximately 18
feet to the east), but only trace amounts of petroleum hydrocarbon at 2-3.5 feet and 6-7
feet bgs were detected. It appears likely that Phase II sampling may have missed the
area of soil contamination detected in the Phase I sampling program. This suggests that
the extent of contamination in shallow soil has not been defined. Hence, it is uncertain
whether deeper soils have been impacted the 22_2FB3 area.
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Q IndependentDra_PhaseRe_eWHAppen_C_Reme_OfData Va_dafionjinvest_ationandL Rep°_Rep°rts
OU-3A SRes Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California

GeneralCommen_

1. Dam v_idafion repots wen m_ew_ _r com_en_s and to d_mine if v_idation
w_ performed accord_g m ac_ptM procedures. Dam were _ot ch_kM to d_erm_e
ff quMifi_s wee ap_opfiately app_M. Overall, _e v_afion of _e dam w_ commie
and _owed _e _rmat of _e EPA NafionM GMd_ines _r Dam R_iew. QuMiW
contrM _ceptan_ cftefa _r ev_ua_on of dam, in some _ses, were modred from
EPA gMdelin_ m reflect s_e_fic requffem_ of _Myfical m_h¢ds em_oy_ _d _e
_t-sp_ific QuMity A__ Ply. The _llowing stand_d da_ quMifie_ were
us_:

U - The anNym was not d_t_

J - The _Nyte was d_tM. The con_ntmfion is congd_ _fimmM vMuedue to
minor _ed_ of QC cfim_a or because co_trations _e _wer _ the lowe_
cal_mfion stand_d. Dam _e con_d_ vMid _d umb_ _r _1 pu_o_s.

Q an_e.Re_mplingR- Dam _eandr_e_edrean_y_sandmustnOtbeU_blepefform_dUemtOvefi_m_ortheeXCeed_CepresenceorOfabsenceQCc_tefia.ofthe

N - Presumptive e_dence._enmfive idenfifi_tio_ of _e pm_n_ of _e _Mym
_erN_ _mffemnc_ may be preen0.

UJ - The annie was not d_t_. The a_o_med vMue is the _fim_ed d_ecfion Hmk.

In generM, dam _e _cepmb_ as quNifi_.

2. SamNe Nenfification numbem W_tM _ dam vMidafion memoranda (Append_ _
appear to be l_omto_ N_fifi_on numbe_ _d cannot be cross m_mncM to acmN
s_fion locations _d field mmNe _enfifica_cn numbe_ discussed _ the repo_ in the
Appen_x H dam co_flafion. Add _mns to Appendix H Hsfing mm_e delive_
group and Nbomto_ N_tifi_fion number _r N1samNes so results can be ve_fi_, or
_dude a cms_m_mn_ ruble.

Sp_ific Commen_

Specific comments _e W_ted on_ _r _ses w_ch, in USEPA's judgme_, da_ shoed have

Q diffe_n_sbeenquentin judgment,_ffe_nflY_rthan_e_e_nt_mostpart,__ev_idafionh_e _fle impa_rep°_S'ondamIt sh°_dqu_itybe_dn°_dusability.__ese
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o

Independent Review of Data Validation Reports·
Appendices J and L

Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report
OU-3A Sites 1\'Iarine Corps Air Station, EI Toro, California

General Comments

1. Data validation reports were reviewed for completeness and to determine if validation
was performed according to accepted procedures. Data were spot checked to determine
if qualifi.ers were appropriately applied. Overall, the validation of the data was complete
and followed the format of the EPA National Guidelines for Data Review. Quality
control acceptance criteria fo~ evaluation of data, in some cases, were modified from
EPA guidelines to reflect specific requirements of analytical methods employed and the
project-specific Quality Assurance Plan. The following standard data qualifiers were
used:

U - The analyte was not d~tected

J - The analyte was detected. The concentration is considered an> estimated value due to
minor exceedance of QC criteria or because concentrations are lower than the lowest
calibration standard. Data are considered valid and usable for all purposes.

R - Data are rejected and not usable due to major exceedance of QC criteria.
Resampling and reanalysis must be performed to verify the presence or absence of the
analyte..

N - Presumptive evidence. (tentative identification) of the presence of the analyte
(generally interferences may be present).

UJ - The analyte was not detected. The associated value is the estimated detection limit.

In general, data are acceptable as qualified.

2. Sample identification numbers presented in data validation memoranda (Appendix J)
appear to be laboratory identifiwtion nurrlbers and cannot be cross referenced to actual
station locations and fidd sample identificaticn numbers discussed in the report in the
Appendix H data compilation. Add columns to Appendix H listing sample delivery
group and laboratory identification number for all samples so results can be verified, or
include a cross-reference table.

Specific Comments

Specific comments are presented only for caseS which, in USEPA'sjudgment, data should have
been qualified differently than presented in the validation reports. It should be noted that these
differences in judgment, for the most part, have little impact on data quality and usability.
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O 1. eal_mfionhydr°carb°ns'F°rvNa_'vefificafion_emtalv_iclati°nPe_N_museda percent difference of°f _ehydr°carb°ns'percent_ffemnceshe_icides'15pe_ent°f an_ymSasandsmtedP°lycyclic_rin_e_e QAppC°nfinu_g'_°mafiC_er
phone conv_tion wi_ Dante Tedaldi of Bechtel, I_D_. In _e SOW OLM03.0 as
de_fibed _ the National Func_onal Guidelin_ for O_an_ D_a Review (EPA OSWER
Dk_five 9240.1_5, February 1994), a QC limit of less _an or equ_ to 25 pe_ent _r
percent _ffe_nces is recommended. S_ce "J" qualified dam _e considered u_ble _r
all pu_os_, this more stringent qu_ificafion _ accepm_e.

2. In _e summary of _e dam v_idafion, it was noted _at, in many cases, _bo_to_
eon_o! _m_e (LCS) an_y_s were not performed by _e labomto_. In the USEPA
review, it was noted _at many of the lack of LCS resu_s occu_ed when _e laborato_
performed an L¢S on the so_ sam_es in an _m_e delive_ group _DG), but not on
water _mp_s _so _duded _ _e SDG_ The_ water _m_es were _c_ly fidd or
finite blan_. While dam should be qu_ified when the LCS was not performed,
MS/MSD an_y_s w_e mn w_ch _e rev_w_ used as a rep_cement _r the LCS. In
a _w cases ridder LCS or MS/MSD an_y_s were performed. In these _stances, _e
rev_w_ eo_ecfly qu_ified _1 the dam as _fim_ed.

3. Sarape m_s were not qu_ified as undem_ed due to tidal _r fin_t@ blank
contamination. This omi_ion is not deemed significant _nce most conmm_afion
det_ted cohered of common metals such as c_c_m, magne_um, iron, _uminum, etc.
at low concentrations. This lack of _m_e qu_ificafion would be environmentally

O whenCOn_ative,_ _ct,_nCenone_m_m_ bemaybe present,rep°_ed as ha_ng low levis of metal conmm_afion

4. For ino_ani_, _e rev_w_ did not d_m_e which _m_ appfied to which blank
when quNifying _r lab_am_ .blankcon_minafion. Some _m_e res_ wen quNified
_r blank contamination _at did not exist. For examNe, under _e EPA Contract
Laborato_ Program it is norton Nbommq practice not to anNyze _mNes _ollowingthe
inifiN cN_fion Nank OCB), but to wNt unN _e first confinu_g cal_mtion blank
(CCB1) is ran. In NI cases, _mple resul_ were quNified _r bo_ ICB and CCB1 blank
contamination Ofit was _un@. TNs wo_d reset _ metal concen_ations b_ng quNified
as nondetected when low levis of conmm_afion m_ht be present. The omisNon is not
deemed _gNficant gnce R would oNy _fluence repoaed metal concentrations near the
det_fion fimit.

5. For SDG 55717,the MSD _ercem recoveW was 7 perce_t for ir_deno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene.
While dam quNifiaationis generallynot done based soldy on ma6x spike result,
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyreneresul_ shouN be quNified as esfim_ed U) if d_ecmd and
rejected (R) if not detectedfor the specificspiked sample.

6_ Fidd duplicamswere not qu_ified as estimatedif the rdative percent difference(RPD)
exceeded50 percent. TNs is acceptablesincefidd duplicatesamplesreflectbo_ fidd

and laboratoryvariability.
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o 1. For volatiles, total petroleum hydrocarbons, herbicides, and polycyclic .aromatic
hydrocarbons, the validation of L~e percent differences of analytes for the continuing
calibration verification used a percent difference of 15 percent as stated in the QAPP (per
phone conversation with Dante Tedaldi of Bechtel, 1/2/97). In the SOW OLM03.0 as
described in the National Functional Guidelines for Organic Data Review (EPA OSWER
Directive 9240.1-05, February 1994), a QC limit ofless than or equal to 25 percent for
percent differences is recommended. Since"J" qualified data are considered usable for
all purposes, this more stringent qualification -is acceptable.

2. In the summary of the data validation, it was noted that, in many cases, laboratory
control sample (LCS) analyses were not performed by the laboratory. In the USEPA
review, it was noted that many of the lack of LCS results occurred when the laboratory
p~rformed an LCS on the soil samples in an sample delivery group (SDG), but not on
water samples also included in the SDG. These water samples were typically field or
rinsate blanks. While data should be qualified when the LCS was not performed,
MS/MSD analyses were run which the reviewer used as a replacement for the LCS. In
a few cases neither LCS or MS/MSD analyses were performed. In these instances, the
reviewer correctly qualified all the data as estimated.

o
3. Sample results were not qualified as undetected due to field (or rinsate) blank

contamination. This omission is not deemed significant since most contamination
detected consisted of common metals such as calcium, magnesium, iron, aluminum, etc.
at low concentrations. This lack of sample qualification would be environmentally
conservative since samples might be reported as having low levels of metal contamination
when, in fact, none may be present.

4. For inorganics, the reviewer did not determine whiCh samples applied to. which blank
when qualifying for laboratory blank contamination. Some sample results were qualified
for blank contamination that did not exist. For example, under the EPA Contract
Laboratory Program it is normal laboratory practice not to analyze samples following the
initial calibration blank (ICB), but to wait until the first continuing calibration blank
(CCBl) is run. In all cases, sample results were qualified for both ICB and CCBl blank
contamination (if it was found). This would result in metal concentrations being qualified
as nondetected when low levels of contamination might be present. The omission is not
deemed significant since it would only influence reported metal concentrations near the
detection limit.

5. For SDG 55717, the MSD percent recover) was 7 percent for irrdeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene.
\:',!hile d~;ta qualification is generally not done based solely on matrix spike results,
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene results should be qualified as estimated (1) if detected and
rejected ( R) if not detected for the specific spiked sample.

o
6~ Field duplicates were not qualified as estimated if the relative percent difference (RPD)

exceeded 50 percent. This is acceptable since field duplicate samples reflect both field
and laboratory variability.
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7. For SDG 55720, the MS percent recove_ was 4 percent for 2,4-D. Wh_e dam

Q qu_ificafi°nsho_dbe qu_ifiedis general_asestimatedn°t d°ne(j)basedifdetected.ands°l_y on r_ectedm_fixs_ke(R)ifres_'notdetected2'4-D forreS_the
specific sNked samNe.

8. For SDG 55720, samNes 79L000303 and 79L002703 were reposed to be fi_d
duplic_es. ResN_ for MCPP were ND and 22000 _g/L for Me samNes, respectiv_y.
Based on this large diffe_nce commen_ should be _uded in Me validation
memorandum _Ncat_g wh_her _e concentration and quanfi_tion Hmit reposed were
accurate and _eps taken to resolve Me N_repancy.

9. In some cases for herbicides, Me five p_nt cal_mtion for anNytes was not performed
as req_red _hree or four point cal_mfions were performed _stea_. No quNifle_ wen
as_gned by the rev_w_ This is accepmb_ when _e Cal_mt_n _repand_ apNy
oNy m Me second, confirma_on c_umn (RTX-1701). In cases where a comNem
cal_m_on was not performed forthe quan_fication c_umn (RTXG_, MesamNe _sul_
for detected anNyms should be quNified as _tim_ed (J). This is not deemed m have a

Ngnificant impact on dam quNi_ s_ce it would _fimari_ impa_ samNes with
concentrations near or b_ow the lowe_ concen_afion cNibration standard.

o 7. For SDG 55720, the MS percent recovery was 4 percent for 2,4-D. While data
qualification is generally not done based solely on matrix spike results, 2,4-D results
should be qualified as estimated (1) if detected and rejected ( R) if not detected for the
specific spiked sample.

o

o

. 8. For SnG 55720, samples 79LOOO303 and 79LC02703 were reported to be field
duplicates. Results for MCPP were ND and 22000 p.g/L for the samples, respectively.
Based on this large difference comments should be included in the validation
memorandum indicating whether the concentration and quantitation limit reported were
accurate and steps taken to resolve the discrepancy.

9. In some cases for herbicides, the five point calibration for analytes was not performed
as required (three or four point calibrations were perfqrmed instead). No qualifiers were
assigned by the reviewer~ This is acceptable when the calibration discrepancies apply
only to the second, confirmation column (RTX-1701). In cases where a complete
calibration was not performed for the quantification column (RTX-35), the sample results
for detected analytes should be qualified as estimated (J). This is not deemed to have a

.significant impact on data quality since it would 'primarily impact samples with
concentrations near or below the lowest concentration calibration standard.

L'J'RCIEcrS\ELTOROIAAAJ.COM 10



Q __ UN_ED STATESEN_RONMENTAL75HawthorneS_eetREGION|XPROTEC_ON'AGENCY
SanFrancisco,CA94105-3901

To: Glenn _ner
Reme_al ProjeG Manager
Federal Fa_es Cleanup Once

FRo_: Jeff_y M. Paull, MS HYG, MPH, CIH
Region_ To_c_ogist
Supeffund Tech_c_ Suppo_ Section

DATE: Janua_ 16, 1997

suaJ_c_ Renew _ "Dm_ Phase II Remodel InvestigationRope& OU_A Si_s_ Madne Co_s
Air Sta_on (MCAS) El To_ Orange Count, Ca_om_

Q Background
The Reme_ Investigation (RI) Repo_ p_sen_ d_a for Operable Unit (OU)-3A Installation
Res_on P_gmm (IRP) S_es &6, 9-1% 15, 16, and 19-22. The s_es consist _ _rcm_ refueling
s_es, former d_p tank d_inage a_as, crash c_w training pi_, petroleum, d_pos_ area,
#an#ormer s_ge area, _rmer wa_ew_er-t_me_ _dli_ and _udge-d_ing beds, office
s_ge yard, and hobby and m_efi_s manageme_ shops. Most of these sites are not cu_en_y
active,and _e ope_tions _ con_min_ed _e _s haveceased.The MCAS El Tore Air Station
is a de_gn_ed Federal Supeffund Si_, schedu_d for dosu_ in 1999.

Scope of Renew

We _ewed abovmrefe_nced Reme_ Investigation (RI) Repeal,p_pamd by Bech_l National
:nc. (_NI) on behalf of U.S. Depa_me_ _ the Naw, Sou_we_ DM_on Hav_ FadI_es En_needng
Command (SWDIV), under the Comprehens_e Long-TeF_ EnNro_;me_ A_bn Navy (CLEAN)
II Program. The RI R_po_, encompas_ng _ur v_umes, _ dated November 12, 1996, and was
submi_ed to USEPA Supeffund Tech_c_ Suppo_ for review on December 19, 1996.

Our review _cused on the se_ns of _e RI pe_ng to the human heaffh dsk assessment
_dndpally Sec_on 6 for each si_), and the associated figu_s, da_ tables, and appendices. The
RIwas m_ewed _r sdentific and _ch_c_ accuracy,and _r co_ormance wi_ USEPA Region IX

Q dsk assessment _u_eline_ p_i_e_ and procedu_s.

.' .

o

o

o

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX '

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105·3901

iV1EMORANDUiVl

To: Glenn Kistner
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Cleanup Office

FROM: Jeffrey M. Paull, MS HYG, MPH, CIH
Regional Toxicologist
Superfund Technical Support Section

DATE: January 16,1997

SUBJECT: Review of "Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report, OU-3A Sites," Marine Corps
Air Station (MCAS) EI Toro, Orange County, California

Background

The Remedial Investigation (RI) Report presents data for Operable Unit (OU)-3A Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) Sites 4,6, 9-13, 15, 16, and 19-22. The sites consist of aircraft refueling
sites, fonner drop tank drainage areas, crash crew training pits, petroleum, disposal area,
transformer storage area, former wastewater-treatment facility and sludge-drying beds, office
storage yard, and hobby and materials management shops. Most of these sites are not currently
active, and the operations that contaminated the sites have ceased. The MCAS EI Toro Air Station
is a designated Federal Superfund Site, scheduled for closure in 1999.

Scope of Revia'lJ

We reviewed above-referenced Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, prepared by Bechtel National
inc. (SNI) on behalf of U.S. Department of the Navy, Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering
Command (SVlDIV), under the Comprehensive Long-Terri Enviro,;mental Action Navy (CLEAN)
II Program. The RI Rsport, encompassing four volumes,is dated November 12, 1996, and was
submitted to USEPA Superfund Technical Support for reView on December 19,1996.

Our review focused on the sections of the RI pertaining to the human health risk assessment
(principally Section 6 for each site), and the associated figures, data tables, af'ld appendices. The
RI was reviewed for scientific and technical accuracy, and for confonnance with USEPA Region IX
risk assessment guidelines, policies, and procedures. - ,
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Q We assume _ sam_g _ en_nme_ me_& ana_c_ chemi_ d_a, and QA/QC
pmcedu_s have been adequacy m_ewed by appmpd_e USEPA Region IX pe_onn_. Minor
gmmmatic_ and _pogmpNc_ eEo_ in _e RI have been noted on_ _ the e_ent _ they may •
affe_ _e inte_tation _ _e dsk assessmenL We mque_ _ fu_m changes or additbns to the
RI be dearly _entified.

We p_ou_y renewed andcomme_ed upon the Phase II RI/FS R_k Assessme_ Work Plan
_anua_ 2& 1995), _e ReUsed DraftWoA Plan (May 24,1995), the Final Wo_ P_n (SeNember
28, 1995), and the _ch_c_ memorandum co_n_g _e sup#eme_ p_cedums used in the
human health dsk a_essment for the OU-3 RI _uly 25, 1996).

Summa_

The _rmation and data pmsen_d in the D_ RI is comp_hens_e, _g_ _umd, well-
o_an_ed, and profes_on_ pmse_e& The human heakh risk assessme_ sections of _e RI am
consistent with USEPA Region IX risk assessme_ guidance, and no m_or m_hod_o_c_
p_blems were evidenL The Naw, and i_ Co_m_oh Bechtel Nation_ Inc., are to be commended
_r the high qu_i_ of the Dm_ Remedi_ Investigation Repot, and the en_mnme_ woA that it
represent.

General Commen_

Q Thecons_tentme_OdSwi_andUsEPA_OCedumSdsk assessme_USedto guidance.e_im_etheR_evant exposumhumanhealth fiS_pa_waysateaCharelRPconNdem&Si_are
exposure assum_ons am _augb_, and app_pd_e _c_ v_ues and exposu_ _o_ am used
_ esfim_e fis_. Randomched_ verified _ exposu_ poi_ conce_bns, excess cancer risks,
and h_a_ _d_es am co_e_y cgc_e& The e_ens_e useof g_ph_ i_m_on, _du_ng
plo_, c_ _agmms, and bar chars, gm_ enhances _e _e_mtation of d_a.

The excess cancer d_s were e_m_ to be at or below 1 x 104 for all p_en_ _ce_o_, at all
si_s. Wi_ _e excep_onof an exce_ cancer_k _ 1.8x 104es_m_ed _r _e ms_en_ scenado
_r _e catch basin at S_e21, pdndpg_ due _ PAHs, and forwh_h N_ a_on _ _commende&
• ese heal_ risks are wRhinthe acce_aNe risk range (104 to 104), as s_ted in the NCP, where
_g_o_ and dskmanageme_ op_-_s include the no _u_hera_on _ma_ve.

The cumul_ve h_a_ indices exce_ad a value o_ ; at _most all si_s, _u_ng IRP Si_s 4, 6,
8, 9, 10,11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 20, 21; and _ _r_:a _den_ child scenario, and IRP Si_s 11 and
12_r _e _du_d_ woAer s_na_. These noncan_orh_zard_ces appe_ _ be d_ven pdmafi_
by manganes& MCPP, PCBs, _ch_m_h_en_ and to a lesser ex_nt a_enic and cadmium.

H_a_ indices whid_ _gn_y excegd a v_ue of 1 gene_ _quim some _ of _m_i_on;
howeveh fudher ac_on is _commended in the RI for on_ three of these s_e_-UnR 3 _ Site 12,
Unit 1 at Si_ 21, and _rgmundw_er at _ 16, and it is unclear whe_er fuRher ac_on is being
recommended to address cancer fis_, or noncancer he_ effects _ _ese sites.

©-
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We assume that sampling of environmental media, analytical chemistry data, and QA/QC
procedures have been adequately reviewed by appropriate USEPA Region IX personnel. Minor
grammatical and typographical errors in the RI have been noted only to the extent that they may·
affect the interpretation of the risk assessment. We request that future changes or additions to the
RI be clearly identified.

We previously reviewed and commented upon the Phase II RifFS Risk Assessment Work Plan
(January 20, 1995), the Aevised Draft Work Plan (May 24, 1995), the Final Work Plan (September
28, 1995), and the technical memorandum containing the supplemental procedures used in the
human health risk assessment for the QU-3 RI (July 25, 1996).

Summar'}

The infonnation and data presented in the Draft RI is comprehensive, logically structured, well
organized, and professionally presented. The human health risk assessment sections of the RI are
consistent with USEPA Region IX risk assessment guidance, and no major methodological
problems were evident. The Navy, and its Contractor, Bechtel National Inc., are to be commended
for the high quality of the Draft Remedial Investigation Report, and the environmental work that it
represents.

General Comments

The methods and procedures used to estimate the human health risks at each IRP site are
consistent with USEPA risk assessment guidance. Relevant exposure pathways are considered,
exposure assumptions are plausible, and appropriate toxicity values and exposure factors are used
to estimate risks. Random checks verified that exposure point concentrations, excess cancer risks,
and hazard indices are correctly calculated. The extensive use of graphical information, including
plots, color diagrams, and bar charts, greatly enhances the- interpretation of data.

The excess cancer risl<s were estimated to be at or below 1 x 10-4 for all potential receptors, at all
sites. With the exception of an excess cancer risk of 1.8 x 10-4 estimated for the residential scenario
for the catch basin at Site 21, principally due to PAHs, and for which further action is recommended,
these health risks are within the acceptable risk range (10-iS to 10-4), as stated in the NCP, where
regulatory and risk"management optiu:s include the no further action alternative.

. The cumulative hazard indices exceeded a value 0;; at almost all sites, including lAP Sites 4, 6,
8,9, 10,11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 20,21, and 22 for t(ie residential child scenario, and IRP Sites 11 and
12 for Ule industrial vvorker scenario. These noncan:Qr hazard indices a.ppear to be dri\/en primarily
by manganese, MCPP, PCBs, trichloroethylene, and to a lesser extent arsenic and cadmium.

Hazard indices which significantly exceed a value of 1 generally require some form of remediation;
however, further action is recommended in the AI for only three of these sites--Unit 3 at Site 12,
Unit 1 at Site 21, and for groundwater at Site 16, and it is unclear whether further action is being
recommended to address cancer risks, or noncancer health eHeetsat these sites.
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O in gene_l, Me spedfic ra_onale (e.g., COPC concentration not _n_can_y above backg_un&
effect-spec_c haza_ indices _ss_an 1)_r not con_dedng _e N_her action _ma_ve for4hese
s_es is not madeexplic_ in the Condu_ons section _ _e _po_ (A_achmen_ A - N). Add_on_
iNormation is _e_ necessa_, _ provideNstif_ation _r Me no _Rher action _commendation
_ the rem_ning IRP s_es.

We have iden#fied several specific _ch_c_ and human he_ ds_ assessmen#_l_ed issues,
ex_ned in mo_ det_l b_ow, for which we are _questing addit_n_ iNormation, or fu_her
clarification, e_her in the RI Repot, or in the form of a wd_en response from _e Navy.

SpecificComments

HumanHealthRisk Assessmen_Summaryof Results,Vol. 1, §6.4.3,p.6-29:

TheRIRepo__ates that a_enic is _e pdmarycance_dskddve£and maaganeseis _e pdma_
noncancePdskddverfor mostof _e areasof po_nti_ concernat MeOU-3Asi_s, butthatthere
was no documenteduse of these two me_ at thesesites. The RI _en draws_e following
condu#on:

=Itappea_ unlikely that some unknown a_M_ conduced at these a_as was mspon_ble._r
the reposed concentrations (above backgmun_ of a_enic and manganese in soil. Rathe_ Me
reposed concentrations pmbab_ reflect local, but natu_l, variations in the a_ual background

.( _ _vels _r _ese me_ _ exceed the background level ca_ulated for MCAS El Toro."

We ague it B unlike_ _ some unknowna_M_ conduced at these a_as was.respon_b_ for _e
_po_ed concentrat_ns (above backg_un_ _ ame_c and manganese in soil, however, _e_ a_
a number of known acflv_es that could have. W_er t_atme_ fadlities, pa_cu_dy sludge d_ing
beds,such as those at s_e12, are knownto conce_ metaB norm_ p_se_ in wa_r, _du_ng
a_en_ and manganes& These metalswou_ _so.be expe_ed to conce_ra_ inareas where _e_

. B sediment movemen_ such as cash basins, aBo p_sent at si_ 12. Amenic may also be
_#oduced into Me s_l _rough actMfles such as coal burning, and, as noted !n the RI Repot,
_ugh the use cf amenic_ pestiddes.

Manganese, which B alloyed with meta_ to impa_ ha_dness, (e.g., alloyed with iron in the
manufa_ure of _eeO, can be _tmduced in_ _e en_nma_ _rough _e disposal of _ous
metal, and _eir subsequent oxidation, and weathedn_ Manganese above background level in
soil at si_ 20 (Hobby Shop) could be due to _e disposal and subsequent we_hedng of me_ls
co_ng manganese.

Manganesemay_so be p_se_ in lowconcentrationsin metal_o_am_ed fluMs,_du_ng waste
oil. Vi_in diesel fuel contains 02942 ppm manganese (and 0#12-0.13 ppm a_eni_ bywe_hL _
and conce_ra_ons in was_ _esel _el would ob_ous_ be expe_ed to be highen

_ DNNbnT,he Ins_llatio°n_(RidgBee_°mtbNn_bn_P_gmmT°xic°_LagYborato__u_ 198G9)uNe" Heath and S_y Resea_h
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In general, the specific rationale (e.g., COPC concentration not significantly above background,
effect-specific hazard indices less than 1) for not considering the further action alternative for·these
sites is not made explicit in the Conclusions section of the report (Attachments A - N). Additional
information is therefore necessary, to provide justification for the no further action recommendation
at the remaining IRP sites.

We have identified several specific technical and human health risk assessment-related issues,
explained in more detail below, for which we are requesting additional information, or further
clarification, either in the RI Report, or in the form of a written response from the Navy.

Specific Comments

Human Health Risk Assessment, Summary of Results, Vol. 1, §6.4.3, p. 6·29:

The RI Report states that arsenic, is the primary cancer-risk driver, and manganese is the primary
noncancer-risk driver for most of the areas of potential concern at the aU-3A sites, but that there
was no documented use of these two metals at these sites. The RI then draws the following
conclusion:

"It appears unlikely that some unknown activityconducted at these areas was responsible.for
the reported concentrations (above background) of arsenic and manganese in soil. Rather, the
reported concentrations probably reflect local, but natural, variations in the actual background
levels for these metals that exceed the background level calculated for MCAS EI Toro:"

We agree it is unlikely that some unknown activity conducted at these areas was.responsible for the
reported concentrations (above background) of arsenic and manganese in soil, however, there are
a number of known activities that could have. Water treatment facilities, particular1y sludge drying
beds, such as those at site 12, are known to concentrate metals normally present in water, including
arsenic and manganese. These metals would also be expected to concentrate in areas where there

. is sediment movement, such as catch basins, also present at site 12. Arsenic may also be
introduced into the soil through activities such as coal burning, and, as noted ;n the RI Report,
through the use of arsenical pesticides.

Manganese, which is alloyed with metals to impart har.Jness, (e.g., alloyed with irJn in the
manufacture of steel), can be introduced into the environment through the disposal of ferrous
metals, and their subsequent oxidation, and weathering. Manganese above background level in
soil at site 20 (l-lobby Shop) could be due to the disposal and subsequent weathering of metals
containing manganese. .

Manganese may also be present in low concentrations in metal-contaminated fluids, including waste
oils. Virgin diesel fuel contains 0.29-6.2 ppm manganese (and 0.012-0.13 ppm arsenic) by weight, 1

and concentrations in waste diesel fuel would obviously be expected to be higher.

The Installation Restoration Program Toxicology Guide. Health and Safety Research
Division, Oal< Ridge National Laboratory (July 1989)
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O Th_ may expl_n the presence _ elev_ed manganeselevels_ Site 13 (Oil Change Am_, Si_ 15
(Suspended Fuel Tank Am_, Si_ 16 (Crash Crow _, Sib 19 (Aimraff Expeditiona_ R_u_g
Si_), She21 (Mated_s Manageme_ Gmu_, and Site 22 (Tactical Air Fuel D_pens_g Sy_em).

Rega_ss of _esou_e _ _e amenb and manganese_ _ese si_s, _em appear b be _ev_ed
levels of these [neta_ which ggn_cantiy con_bu_ to noncancer dsks above accepta_e hazard
indices at several sffes, and this will need b be addressed by _e RI.

Site 4, A_achme_ A, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_and §_ Con_us_ns and
Recommendation_

in _e Condu_ons section, it _ _ated _, "[T]he chem_s iden_fied in soil at Si_ 4 do not pose
an immine_ dsk to human hem_ or the en_mnmenL.? Howeve_ them appeam _ be no
_scus_on, or adequate explanation in_e con_us_ns br _smiss_g the noncancer hazard above
a hazard index (HI) of uni_ (1.4) c_c_ated br _e on,fie resident at Unit 1.

It _ impo_ant to note th_ even when COPCs are segregated by spe_fic noncancer effe_, and
separate haza_ indices (HI) were dedvedspecific to each effed group, severalof _e effect-spedfic
His exceeded uni_, _cating _e p_en_ _r sy_emic to_d_.. The effect-sped_c His estim_ed
brsi_ 4 am: ga_ro_sgn_ effe_s (1.13),hem_o_c_ effec_ (t .05), neurotoxid_ effeds (1.37_
reproductive effeds (1.27), and res_rato_ effe_s (1.37).

Q Basethdeon-si°ten _eres_entinf,°rmati°wnedPomSen_ndotagm_ _w_thRl_eWhiCchon_us_n_CatetSha_°ten_Nf°rermeNNactioSnYS_mi_Crequiret°d_ _
address con_minan_ at Site 4.

Site 6, A_achment _, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §7. Con_us_ns and
Recommenda_onm

No adequ_e _p_n_ _ pmsen_d for d_m_ng _e noncancer haza_ index of 1.1, and 1.4
_{_ _r _e _dus_ wo_eh and on_i_ m_de_ _ Uni_ 1,2, and 3, mspe_ Based on
_e i__ pmsen_d in _e RI, in_c_ng _e p_en_ _r _emic _xid_ _ the _du_d_
wo_e_ _nd on_e _sidenL and _r_m_ar _asons _ those _ated above, we do not ag_ with
• e conclusion that no mmedi_ acgon is required to add_ss co_aminan_ at Site 6.

Site 8; At_chment C, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and _ Con_u_ons and
Reco_e_ons:

No adequ_e __ is pmse_ed _r d_m_ng _e noncancerh_a_ index of 1.1, and 2.3
c_cul_ed _r _e on-si_ m_-_ U_ 5, and at Uni_ 2 and 3, m_e_ve_ Based on _e
_0_ pmsen_ in _ RI, in_c_ng the p_en_ _r sy_emic _ci_ to _e on_i_ m_de_,
we do notagreewi_ _e con_us_n _ no mmedi_ a_on _ requiredto address contrabass at
She 8.
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This may explain the presence of elevated manganese levels at Site 13 (Oil Change Area), Site 15
(Suspended Fuel Tank Area), Site 16 (Crash Crew Pit), Site 19 (Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling
Site), Site 21 (Materia!s Management Group), and Site 22 (Tactical Air Fuel Dispensing System).

Regardless of the source of the arsenic and manganese at these sites, there appear to be elevated
levels of these metals which significantly contribute to noncancer risks above acceptable hazard
indices at several sites, and this will need to be addressed by the RI. .

Site 4, Attachment A, §6. Human Health Risl{ Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

In the Conclusions section, it is stated that, "fT]he chemicals identified in soil at Site 4 do not pose
an imminent risk to human health or the environment..." However, there appears to be no
discussion, or adequate explanation in the conclusions for dismissing the noncancer hazard above
a hazard index (HI) of unity (1.4) calculated for the on-site resident at Unit 1..

It is important to note that' even when COPCs are segregated by specific noncancereffect, and
separate hazard indices (HI) were derived specific to each effect group, several of the effect-specific
His exceeded unity, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity.. The effect-specific His estimated
for site 4 are: gastrointestinal effects (1.13), hematological effects (1.05), neurotoxicity effects (1.37),
reproductive effects (1.27), and respiratory effects (1.37).

Based on the information presented in the RI, whichindicates the potentia/for systemic toxicity to
the on-site resident, we do not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to
address contaminants at Site 4.

) Site 6, Attachment S, §6. Hunian Health Rislt Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1.1, and 1.4
cdc:lsted for the industrial worker, and on~site resident at Units 1,2, and 3, respectively. Based on
the ;nformation presented in the RI, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity to the industrial
worr<er, and on-site resident, and for similar reasons to those stated above, we do not agree with
the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address contaminants at Site 6.

Site 8, At~nchment C, §6. Human Health Ris/< Assessment, and $7. Concltnions and
RecommenJations:

No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1.1, and 2.3
calculated for the on-siteresident'at Unit 5, and at Units 2 and 3, respectively. Based on the
information presented in the Rl, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity to the on-site resident,
we do not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address contaminants at
Site 8. .
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-_"_ Site 9, A_achment D, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §_ Conclusions and
Recommenda_on_

Noadequ_e explanationis pnsen_d _r _sm_ng thenoncancerhaza_ indexoi 1.4 c_c_ed
for the on-si_ ns_ent. Based on the _rrnation pnse_ed _ the RI, _d_g thep_enti_ _r
sys_m_ _ci_ _ theon-s_enside_, we don_ ague with thecondusbn that no _me_al ac#on
_ nquind to addnss con_m_an_ at Si_ 9.

Site 10, A_achment E, _. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §7. Con_u_ons and
Recommenda_onm

Noadequateex_anationis pnsen_d for _sm_Wngthenoncancerhazardindexof 1.2ca_W_ed
for the on-sHensWentat UAi_ 1,2,and3, and2.2 cWcW_ed_r the on-site residentat Unit4.
Basedon_e _rmation pnsen_d in_e RI,_cat_g _e poten#W_r sys_mictoxid_ to _e on-
WterewdenLwe donot agreewith the condusbn _at nonmediWactionis nquind to address
contaminan_at Site10.

Site 11; A_achment F, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §7. Con_u_ons and
Recommenda_on_

No adequateex#anation is pnse_ed _r _sm_ng the noncancerhaza_ index of 1.1 calcuiated

Q attofOrunit_etheon_siteOn.s_el" BasednNdent,indu_ontheandin_rmationW°_e_du_w°_e_°r thep_se_edhazardweindexindothenot°f4"5RI,agree_CatingC_Culatedwith_etheP_en_Nf°rthecon_uNon°n's_eforth_sys_micnNdent'nonmed_l_xici_b°_
ac_on _ nquind to addnss conWm_ants at Site 11.

Site 12, A_achment G, §& Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §7. Con_u_ons and
- Recommenda_on_

• Recommendedac_onsfor Site 12 include ndudng exposun to co_am_ed s_l from the d_inage
ditch (Unit 3), and nduce the like,hood of co_am_ed soil from th_ area being trans_d o_
si_. Th_ ncommended ac_on is appmpd_e, and _11sewe to nduce p_en#_ exposuns to on-
si_ _dus_ wo_e_ and _e oms;_ n_de_ _ Unit3, _r whom noncancer hazam indices _ 2.3,
and 5.9 wen c_cu;_e&

H0weve_ no _med_ a_ons were ncommended for Uni_ 1, when a value of 4.6 was c_cul_ed
_r the noncancer h_a_ index for o_si_ n_;_s, or _r Uni_ 2 and 4, where an HI value of 2.1 •
was c_cvA_d _r om_ riskers. These h_a_ index values £_ appm_m_e_ equ_ in
magn_udeto thos_ c_cu_ _r Unit3. The rat_n_e _r ncommen_ng _me_ a_ons _r Unit
3i b_ n_ _r U_ 112, and 4 is _erefon undea£ and nqui_s fudher _p_n_on and__on.

Site 13, A_achme_H, §6. Human Heal_ Risk Assessment, and §7. Con_u_ons and
Recommenda_ons:

© •

Site 9, Attachment D, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:
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No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index Of 1.4 calculated
for the on-site resident. Based on the infonnation presented in the· RI, indicating the potential for
systemic toxicity t6 the on-site resident, we do not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action
is required to address contaminants at Site 9.

. Site 10, Attachment E, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard .index of 1.2 calculated
for the on-site resident at Units 1,2. and 3, and 2.2 calculated for the on-site resident at Unit 4.
Based on the information presented in the AI, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity to the on
site resident, we do not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address
contaminants at Site 10.

Site 11, Attachment F, §6. Human Health Ris·i\ Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1.1 calculated
for the on-site industrial worker, or the hazard index of 4.5 calculated for the on-site resident, both
at Unit 1. Based on the infonnation presented in the RI, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity
to the on-site resident, and industrial worker, we do not agree with the conclusion that no remedial
action is required to address contaminants alSite 11.

Site 12, Attachment G, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

Recommended actions for Site 12 include reducing exposure to contaminated soil from the drainage
ditch (Unit 3), and reduce the likelihood of contaminated soil from this area being transported off
site. This recommended action is appropriate, and will serve to reduce potential exposures to on
site industrial worker, and the on-site resident at Unit 3, for whom noncancer hazard indices of 2.3,
and 5.9 were calculated.

However, no remedial actions were recommended for Units 1, where a value of 4.6 vIas calculated
for the noncancer hazard index for on-site resic::mts, or for Units 2 and 4, where an HI value of 2.1
was cal'~ulated for on-site residents. These hazard index values ae approximately equal in
magnitude to thosa calculated for Unit 3. The rationale tor recommending remedial actions for Unit
3, but not for Units 1, 2, and 4 is therefore unclear, and requims further explanation and justification.

Site 13, AttachmentH, §6. Human Health Ris~{ Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:
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Q No adequ_e explanation _ pmsen_d _r _sm_ng the noncancer haza_ index of 1.1 c_c_ed
_r _e on-s_e m_denL _ough no effe_-spe_fic HI exceeds a value of 1. If _is is the basis _
_e con_u_on _ no mmeg_ ac_on_ required _ addressco_am_an_ _ Si_ 15, this ra_onale
needs to be made morn expli_t in the Con_us_ns.

Site 15, A_achment L §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §_ Con_u_ons and
Recommendagonm

A noncancer haza_ index _ 1.1 c_culated _r _e om_ ms_e_, _ough no effect-specific HI
exceeds a value _ 1. If _ _ _e basis _r _e condu_on that no mme@_ a_ion is required _
address con_minan_ at S_e 15, _ mtiona_ needs to be made morn explic_ in the Con_u_ons.

Site 16, A_achment J, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §7. Conclusions and
Recommenda_ons:

Reme_ actions are recommendedat S_e16, for Un_s I and 2, to reduceVOC conce_mtions in
_e vadose zone and minim_e deg_dation of _e shrew aqui_ a_houghpoten_ human cancer
dsks and noncancer hazards asso_ed with exposures at these Uni_ were wi_in acce_ab_
ranges. Howeve_ no _her action _ recommended for Un_ 3, where a noncance[ hazard index
of 1.3 was c_culated for the omsi_ msidenL ddven pdmad_ by TCE in groundw_ec The basis
_r _is apparent contra_ction mq_ms fu_her ex#anation.

Silo 19; A_achment K, §6. Human Health _isk _ssessment, and §7. Con_u_ons and
_ecommendafion_

Q We am in agreement with _e no fu_her action mcommenda_onfor S_e 19, based upon cancer
dsks (3.6 x 10_ to 1.3 x 10_) and noncancer hazards _.036 _ 0.95) _ _e om_ ms_ent and
_dus_ wo_e_ _ am w_hin accep_b_ _nges.

S_e 20, A_achmen{ L, §6. Human HeaRh Risk Assessmen_ and §7, Con_u_ons and
Recommenda_on_

No adequ_e ex_anation _ pmsen_d for _sm_ng _e noncancer hazam index _ 1.3 c_c_ed
_r _e on_e m_dent at Unit 1, or _e haza_ index of 12 c_c_ed _r the on-s_e resident _ the
catch basin. Un_4 cancer dsks and haza_ _ces am wi_ _e accep_e _nge. If _e absence
of an effect-specific HI excead_ uni_ is the bas_ fo_ _e con_u_on _ no mme_ a_ion is
_qui_d _ address co,amPeres _ S_e20, _ ra_on_e n_ds to be made morn ex_i_L Based
on the _rmation pmse_ed in _e RI, _cating _e p_enti_ _r sy_em_ _xid_ lo the on_i_
resident, we do not agree with _e condu_on _ no reme_ action is required to address
co_aminan_ _ Si_ 20.

Site 21, A_achment M, §6. Human Health Risk Assessmen_ and §_ Cen_u_ons and
Recommendagon_ -

Remed_l actions am recommended at S_e 21, to reduce exposure _ con_m_ed sediment in
the catch basin, _ough p_enti_ human cancer dsks and noncancer haza_s asso_ed with
exposures at _e c_ch basin were w_hin acce_a_e _nges. _

No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1.1 calculated
for the on-site resident, although no effect-specific HI exceeds a value of 1. If this is the basis for
the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address contaminants at Site 15, this rationale
needs to be made more explicit in the Conclusions. '.

..
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Site 15, Attachment I, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

A noncancer hazard index of 1.1 calculated for the on-site resident, although no effect-specific HI
exceeds a value of 1. If this is the basis for the conclusion that no remedial action is required to
address contaminants at Site 15, this rationale needsto be made more explicit in the Conclusions.

Site 16, Attachment J, §S. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

.Remedial actions are recommended at Site 16, for Units 1 and 2, to reduce vac concentrations in
the vadose zone and minimize degradation of the shallow aquifer, although potential human cancer
risks and noncancer hazards associated with exposures at these Units were within acceptable
ranges. However, no further action is recommended for Unit 3, where a noncancer hazard index
of 1.3 was calculated for the on-site resident, driven primarily by TCE in groundwater. The basis
for this apparent contradiction requires further explanation.

Site 19; Attachment 1<, §6. Human Health Ris!{ Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

Weare in agreement with the no further action recommendation for Site 19, based upon cancer
risks (3.6 x 10-6 to 1.3 x 105

) and noncancer hazards (0.036 to 0.95) to the on-site resident and
industrial worker, that are within acceptable ranges.

Site 20, Attachment L, §B. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

No adequate explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1.3 calculated
for the on-site resident at Unit 1, or the hazard index of 1.2 calculated for the on-site resident at the
catch basin. Unit 4 cancer risks and hazard indices are within the acceptable range. If the absence
of an effect-specific HI exce2ding unity is thei)asis for the conClusion that no remedial action is
required to address contaminants ::.1t Site 20, this rationale ncads to be made more explicit. Based
on the information presented in the RI, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity to the on-site
resident, we do not agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address
contaminants at Site 20. '

Site 21, Attachment r~i, §6. Human Health Risle Assessment, and §7. Condusions and
Recommendations: '

Remedial actions are recommended at Site 21, to reduce exposure to contaminated sediment in
the catch basin, although potential human cancer risks and noncancer hazards associated with
exposures at the catch basin were within acceptable ranges. .
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Q Howeve_no fu_her ac_on _ _commended _r Un_1, whe_ a noncancer haza_ index of 2.0 was
ca_ul_ed for the on_e _de_, ddven by manganese,a_e_c, and the he,icicle MCPP in soil.
The bas_ for th_ appa_nt contradiction _qui_s _rther exp_nation. _

Site 22, A_achment N, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §_ Con_us_ns and
Recommendations:

The_ appea_ to be a typogmph_ transposition er_r _ _e haza_ index c_cul_ed for _e on_e
_s_ent _ Unit 1. In Table 6-5 a v_ue _ 0.52 is p_sen_d, while in _e Condu_ons and
Recomendations Se_ion, (p. N_5), an HI value of 5.2 is ci_d. Ad_on_, no adequa_
exp_nation _ p_sen_d _r dismiss_g _e noncancerhaza_ index _ 12 ca_ulated _r _e on_ite
_sident at Unit2, as a basis _r con_de_on of _e Ndher a_ion _ma_ve.

If the absence of an effec_spedfic HI exceeding uni_, or _e relations_p of manganese and
_uminum concentrations to background, is the basis for the condu_on _ no _medi_ a_ion is
_qui_dto add_ss co_am_a_s at S_e22, this m_on_e needsto be made mo_ ex#icit. Based
on the _rmation p_sen_d in the RI, _cating _e p_enfi_ _r sy_emic _d_ to the on_i_
_sident, we do n_.ag_e _th _e condu_on _ no _me_ action is _qui_d to add_ss
co_aminan_ _ Si_ 22.

Con_u_ons

Q Thseu_enDtm_ Remedid_a to d_ermin_evestigati_neR_uPre°__n_U'3eA_en_genemloflYcontaminationm,ee_ i_ oNectiVaend_r appmpd_e_°lyf c_cting
charaded_ng human he_ dsk, Appropriate _commendations we_ made wi_ _spe_ _ the
ev_uation of po_n_ human cancer dsk,howeveh addit_n_ _rmation _ mqui_d to suppo_ _e
no _dher actiondec_ion at IRP S_eswhere _e noncancer hazard index _c_ed _e po_n_ for
sy_emic to_d_, before we can issue app_v_ of the RI repot.

cc: Dan Opa_, USEPA Region IX
Joh_ Chd_ophe_ CA_EPA/DTSC

jm_e_11.mam

However, no further action is recommended for Unit 1, where a noncancer hazard index of 2.0 was
calculated for the on-site resident, driven by manganese, arsenic, and the herbicide MCPP in soil.
The basis for this apparent contradiction requires further explanation.

, .
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Site 22, Attachment N, §6. Human Health Risk Assessment, and §7. Conclusions and
Recommendations:

There appears to be a typographic transposition error in the hazard index calculated for the on-site
resident at Unit 1. In Table 6-5 a yalue of 0.52 is presented, while in the Conclusions and
Recomendations Section, (p. N7-5), an HI value of 5.2 is cited. Additionally, no adequate
explanation is presented for dismissing the noncancer hazard index of 1.2 calculated for the on-site
resident at Unit 2, as a basis for consideration of the further action alternative.

If the absence of an effect-specific HI exceeding unity,' or the relationship of manganese and
aluminum concentrations to background, is the basis for the conclusion that no remedial action is
required to address contaminants at Site 22, this rationale needs to be made more explicit. Based
on the infonnation presented in the RI, indicating the potential for systemic toxicity to the on-site
resident, we do not, agree with the conclusion that no remedial action is required to address
contaminants at Site 22.

Conclusions

"The Draft Remedial Investigation Report for QU-3A is generally meets its objective 'of collecting
sufficient data to detennine the nature and extent of contamination, and for appropriately
characterizing human health risk. Appropriate recommendations were made with respect to the
evaluation of potential human cancer risk, however, additional information is, required to support the
no further action decision at IRP Sites where the noncancer hazard index indicated the potential for
systemic toxicity, before we can issue approval of the RI report.

cc: Dan Opalski, USEPA Region IX
John Christopher, CAL-EPNDTSC

jmp/eltcro11.mem


